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Colonial Populations
introduction
Ambiguity characterised the French presence in the Americas. Whether in the vastness of North America or on the small islands in the Caribbean Sea, the magnitude of the disproportionate numbers of French men and women in the colonies and the geographical extent of the territories claimed by France became apparent between 1670 and 1730. In only one major colony did the French comprise more than half the total population in 1730. Although the number of French in the Americas tripled during the six decades after 1670, fewer than 74,000 lived there in 1730. Nearly as many Amerindians and more than twice as many Africans as Europeans inhabited these colonies. French colonial populations included three major components: Amerindian, European, and African, but each developed along very dissimilar lines. From Newfoundland to South America, Amerindian populations experienced massive declines that began long before 1670 and continued long after 1730. The French population, on the other hand, grew slowly after 1670 by natural increase, while African populations increased rapidly from forced migration. The relative distribution of these three populations in each colony was so different that it precluded the formation of any single model of French colonial development. In addition, each colonial population developed quite differently from the previous demographic histories of their constituent parts.
Appendix 1 shows the estimated population of the French Americas by ethnicity and region from 1670 to 1730. This is not the first attempt to gather all of the population data, but it is the most up-to-date and most heavily based on primary sources.
1 It is unique in its ambition to pull the data for all the French American colonies together and to provide total population estimates for five separate years, each fifteen years apart, between 1670 and 1730. These estimates enable some general observations to be made about the populations of the French Americas during their formative years, and permit comparisons with other European colonies.
aboriginal populations
French migrants to the Americas encountered few Amerindians wherever they settled except in Guiana and Louisiana. Unlike the situation encountered by the Spanish, only a few thousand native people lived along the Atlantic coast of present-day Canada and even fewer French men and women settled there. Long before 1670, disease and war had virtually emptied the St. Lawrence Valley and Lower Great Lakes region as far west as the shores of Lake Huron of its aboriginal inhabitants. It was the activities of the French that encouraged some Amerindians to return to the region. The French encountered the largest native populations farther west in the Upper and Central Mississippi Valley stretching westwards from the ridge of the Appalachian Mountains to the Great Plains. However, there and even in the Lower Mississippi Valley the already devastated Amerindian populations continued to decline rapidly after 1670.
The French met few natives in the West Indies. Less than 50 years after first contact, Hispaniola's aboriginal population, once estimated to be several millions, had become more or less extinct.
2 In the Lesser Antilles, French and English pioneers had united earlier in the century to drive the Caribs out of their major settlements on St. Christopher, while the French alone fought for possession of Guadeloupe and Martinique. By 1670, few Caribs remained. The survivors either found temporary refuge on the mountainous islands of Dominica, St. Lucia, and St. Vincent, or fled to the South American mainland. In Guiana, along the coast of Terre firme, few Amerindians survived after British Isles and the Western Hemisphere, 1680-1775" is based on secondary sources for non-British colonies. His population estimates for Canada, Nova Scotia, and Newfoundland for 1670, 1700, and 1730 are also for white populations only and mingle French and English populations together in the last two cases. They also precede the work of Hubert Charbonneau and the members of the Programme de recherches en démographie historique at the Universitéde Montréal. The estimates for the French West Indian colonies were all gathered from secondary sources. The recent study by Stanley L. Engerman 3 Epidemic diseases substantially reduced the number of Algonkian-speaking Mi'kmaq long before the early seventeenth century when the French established their first small trading posts in Acadia. As early as 1611, Father Pierre Biard, sj recorded increasing mortality among the Mi'kmaq inhabitants of Nova Scotia.
4 Population densities may have been relatively high among these seminomadic hunters of the sea as well as of the eastern boreal forests, but by 1670 they probably numbered about 2,000 after more than a century and a half of contact with European fishermen and traders. The decline continued into the second quarter of the eighteenth century. A 1705 estimate claimed there were two French for every Indian in Acadia, which is not far off the numbers in Appendix 1.
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By 1670, however, the native population in the Saint Lawrence Valley had more than recovered its earlier levels. Warfare and probably disease decimated the populations inhabiting this region during the sixteenth century. While the French encountered many seasonal migrants, they found few permanent inhabitants when they returned during the first decade of the seventeenth century. After an initial decline from 500 to 200 individuals in the 1620s and 1630s due to the impact of European disease, the population began to recover during the 1650s as refugees from Huronia entered the area. Iroquois and Abenaki followed later and lived among the French. 6 By 1676, 20 to 30 percent of the Mohawk nation had moved to the Canadian mission of Kanawake; 300 were reported living there compared to between 900 and 1,500 in Iroquoia. By 1680 the mission held at least 400 Christian Mohawks.
7 In 1682 the French established the mission of St. François de Sales on the Chaudière River for Abenaki refugees from the Atlantic coastal region. Three years later the total population of domiciled natives had grown to about 2,100. More than three-quarters of them (1,598 in all) lived in four villages whose residents came to play a remarkable role in the history of New France. War and disease continued to exact their dreadful tolls, but new captives and additional refugees increased the domiciled Amerindian population slowly to about 2,600 by 1730.
The original population of the vast region known to the French as the pays d'en haut or Upper Country remains unknown. The Upper Country stretched westward from Montreal to the head waters of the Mississippi, including the Great Lakes' drainage basin north to James Bay and south to the mouth of the Ohio River. Minimum, moderate, and maximum population estimates provide fuel for countless learned debates among anthropologists, ethnohistorians, and historians, but only studies of discrete groups will add to the scant knowledge currently available.
8 Following the Iroquois wars against the Huron, Neutral, and Erie, and the pushing back of Algonkianspeaking peoples to the northern margins of the Great Lakes Basin, no one occupied the lands of present-day southern Ontario. A few dispersed peoples may have resumed hunting and fishing by 1670, but this region remained sparsely populated for a long time afterward.
9 Oral history claims that largescale warfare between the Iroquois and Ojibwa during the final decades of the seventeenth century left the latter in possession of most of present-day Ontario, but when, where, and how many were involved remain a matter of conjecture. 10 The Iroquois nations living south of the lower Great Lakes lost more than half of their population to war, famine, and disease between 1689 and 1700.
11 Between 1670 and 1730, native populations in the vast region to the west experienced major transformations and shifts frequently characterised by large fluctuations, but always in steady decline.
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The once powerful if loose confederation of Illinois nations who numbered approximately 10,500 in 1670 quickly rose and fell during the next twenty years.
13 Even the most remote nations quickly experienced rapid declines. West of Lake Michigan, the Winnebago, Menominee, Sauk, and Fox each declined from many thousands in the early seventeenth century to a few hundred by 1709. They probably numbered no more than 1,800 by 1730.
14 The population of the Fox Indians faced genocide, dropping from an estimated 12,000 in 1665 to a mere 400 by 1736. 15 The total number in the region will never be known because hundreds of refugees and captives swirled in from eastern, western, and southern areas replacing thousands of dead and dying, the victims of pathogenic invasions and intertribal warfare which occurred on scales never before experienced. These continual migrations spread smallpox, influenza, measles, and scarlet fever throughout northeastern North America from the Atlantic to the Great Plains, north to Hudson Bay and south to the Gulf Coast.
The microbial invasion attacked people living south of the Ohio in the Mississippi Valley from both south and north. Diseases, epidemics, and slave raiding radically altered Amerindian societies of the Lower Mississippi long before the French arrived at the end of the seventeenth century. The estimated 70,000 natives in 1700 were far fewer than just two decades before, and the number was decreased by half again during the next quarter of a century. Around 1726, the Indian population was no more than 35,000. 16 A detailed estimate of a slightly larger area stretching north from the Gulf of Mexico to the mouth of the Ohio, as far west as East Texas and Arkansas, and in the east to below the ridge of the Appalachian chain, gives larger numbers but draws similar conclusions. Peter H. Wood indicates that the estimated aboriginal population of 160,500 in 1685 had declined by nearly two-thirds to 59,000 only forty-five years later. French Louisiana was a misnomer if ever there was one. In 1730, Amerindians still comprised more than 90 percent of the total population of the region, and while this does not disguise the massive decline in their numbers during the previous half century, the white, largely French population, had been recently surpassed by Africans who already made up more than 5.5 percent of the total.
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Conditions in the West Indies were different. On Saint-Domingue, the western, French-occupied portion of the island of Hispaniola, none of the precontact population survived. In 1685, Governor de Cussy claimed that the only Indians in the French settlements were female captives taken during pirate raids and brought back to the island. 18 The census of 1687 indicated some Indians in the colony, but two-thirds of them were indentured or enslaved and all lived on the island of Tortuga.
19 Most were probably Caribs captured in raids. According to Father Jean-Baptiste Margat, s.c. in 1729 not a single native remained in Saint-Domingue. Indeed, he added, not a trace of their passing could be found.
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The situation was equally tragic in the Lesser Antilles. By 1670, few native people survived. Historian Philip Boucher claims as "a reasonable guess" that 7,000 to 15,000 Caribs once inhabited many of the Lesser Antilles.
21
Shortly before the middle of the seventeenth century, after the French and English had expelled them from St. Christopher, Guadeloupe, and other islands, as many as 5,000, including refugees, may have lived on the island of Dominica. Coupled with emigration to the South American mainland, ongoing disease and war led to further catastrophic decline. African-derived, mosquito-employing pathogens such as falciparum malaria and yellow fever may also have played deadly roles among the Caribs who had lived for 
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Other Caribs fled further down the island chain to St. Vincent, which reportedly had a population of 6,000 in 1683.
25 Two-thirds of this number were thought to be Black Caribs, the offspring of African female captives brought to the island by polygamous Island Carib males, or possibly the offspring of escaped slaves from Martinique and Barbados who seized the daughters and wives of native people. This estimate may be too high though, and the two groups may have lived apart. Thirteen years later, the two populations of St. Vincent were reported to be living on opposite sides of the island: 1,200 to 1,500 runaway slaves from neighbouring islands on one side, and two to 3,000 natives who had great commerce with those of the Orinoco River in South America on the other.
26 A 1704 estimate gave their number as nearly 5,000.
27 Whether these people emerged as an autonomous Afro-Carib community remains unknown. A French estimate that 4,000 to 5,000, including both Black and Island Caribs, inhabited the Lesser Antilles in 1713 may be low. The same year a report claimed between 7,000 and 8,000 Indians and former slaves (or maroons) lived on St. Vincent; another report dated 1719 placed St. Vincent's population at 7,000.
28 Well before the turn of the eighteenth century, the majority were probably Black Caribs, because Yellow or Island Caribs were as susceptible to African pathogens as they were to European ones. virtually disappeared from Guadeloupe after 1671 when the 51 "sauvages, métis et tapouis" listed in the census represented less than 1 percent of the island's population. None were listed in 1686, although 16 appeared in the island's census a decade later.
30 Afterwards, Amerindians were usually listed together with other nonwhites as slave or free. The last census to record the presence of Caribs on Guadeloupe in 1730, enumerated 76, including 23 children. 31 The same general conclusion held true on the more populous islands of St. Christopher and Martinique. Caribs generally disappeared into the nonwhite population listed as either slave or free.
32 By 1686, the census recorded only 254 Caribs, both free and slave, in all the French Lesser Antilles and Cayenne.
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Disease and slave hunting devastated the Amerindians of Guiana on the South American mainland. Of the estimated 13,000 in the interior about 1670, perhaps only one-fifth remained in 1730.
34 By the time of French contact with the Galibis between the Maroni and the Oyapock Rivers at the beginning of the seventeenth century, the latter had become masters of the coast. They had arrived from the lower Amazon and Orinoco Rivers shortly before and pushed out the resident Arawak people. However, the coastal region proved to be fatal, and the Galibis population declined by 90 percent during the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.
35 Thought to number 9,500 in 1604, they totaled no more than 3,500 in 1666. A steady flow of refugees from the Amazon estuary fleeing Portuguese slavers disguised their continuing decline after 1685, but the French offered little protection. Pirates were notorious slave raiders, and after 1704, Governor Ferolles encouraged attacks on the natives and promoted their sale in the slave markets of the Antilles. Indeed, after 1687 only Indian slaves (about 100 annually) were counted in the few surviving censuses.
The most extraordinary feature of this dismal account of death and social destruction is that, despite the devastation visited upon the native peoples of the Americas, the survivors continued to play important roles in the history of the French colonies: as warriors fiercely resisting colonial incursions, as partners in trade, as agents of imperial conflict, and as independent actors pursuing their own tribal policies. They continually exercised their varied interests for as long as their reduced numbers and diminished resources allowed. the three decades before 1700 when the estimated total slave population exceeded 33,000. One estimate is that about four times that number of Africans (124,500) were imported into the French Caribbean during the previous quarter century. 40 Not all slaves were delivered by interloping traders. Pirates were notorious suppliers of cheap slave labor. The French also raided other islands for slaves and purchased them from Carib raiders. The English claimed that during the 1667 war, the French carried off some 1,500 slaves from St. Christopher, Antigua, and Montserrat, and during the early 1680s Caribs sold captured slaves to French planters for rum and firearms despite a royal order prohibiting the practice.
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By 1670, Africans were already shaping French West Indian societies. While the source of these early forced migrants remains hidden in the unknown actions of interlopers and raiders, nearly 16,000 Africans resided in the French Lesser Antilles, where they comprised more than half the total population (see Appendix 1). Fifteen years later, the number of slaves in the colonies, including Guiana and Saint-Domingue, had risen to 25,000. The rate of increase declined considerably thereafter, but by 1700 slaves were nearly twice as numerous as whites, comprising nearly 65 percent of the French Circum-Caribbean population. Yet, the question remains: How did this occur? Moreover, half the period was occupied with the Nine Years' War, or the War of the League of Augsburg, when French slave ships were scarce on the Atlantic. The mystery deepens. Between 1701 and 1715, the number of Africans in the French West Indies grew more rapidly than at any time during the previous 30 years, even faster than during the subsequent fifteen years. By 1715 the slave population numbered nearly 77,000 -more than three times the white population in the French islands. In addition, between 1716 and 1730, more than 110,000 Africans were probably carried into the French colonies.
An estimated 390,000 slaves were imported into the French CircumCaribbean during the years before 1730 (see Table 1 .1). Whether surprisingly large or not, the figure is 2.4 times greater than the total number of Africans residing in the colonies in 1730. Owing to the striking similarity in the growth of slave populations in Jamaica and Saint-Domingue and the fact that the French islands were "sugar islands" with intensive land cultivation, high African-to-creole slave populations, and high male-female sex ratios among the slaves, Philip Curtin assumed a net annual rate of natural decrease of 5.4 percent, which largely accounts for the discrepancy between the high import and low population estimates. 42 This may be quite reasonable, even conservative. Gabriel Debien claimed slave mortality between 5 and 6 percent was a minimum. 43 During a fourteen-year period later in the eighteenth century, at least 129 new slaves were added to a Saint-Domingue plantation in order to keep the number around 150, which implies an annual depletion rate of 6.1 percent when the harshness of living conditions may have increased along with the supply of slaves. 44 Nevertheless, the number of imported Africans was at least 10 (perhaps as much as 20) times greater than all of the permanent European migrants to French America, including New France.
At least three-quarters of the Africans carried into the French colonies were transported in non-French ships. 45 Otherwise, the slave population could not have reached the estimated levels in 1700. Dutch interlopers who did so much to develop sugar production in the French colonies might have carried Africans to the islands during the seventeenth century, but the most recent study of the Dutch slave trade found virtually no evidence. The Dutch, who landed nearly 13,000 slaves at Spanish American ports while they held the asiento, failed to deliver the contracted numbers. 46 They probably had no slaves for the French. This is not the place to recount the failure of French monopolists to establish a slave trade during the final quarter of the seventeenth century. It is sufficient to report that they came nowhere near supplying the 44,000 slaves called for in their contracts.
The first 15 years of the eighteenth century also remain an enigma. War returned to the West Indies, but it did not appear to affect slave migration. Between 1700 and 1715, slave populations increased faster than during any other time between 1670 and 1730, growing by 131 percent from 33,343 to 76,893. Yet, the slave population of the French Circum-Caribbean grew by 43,450 despite a negative rate of natural increase. 47 A recent estimate that French slave traders carried an average of 1,416 slaves annually from Africa to the West Indies between 1708 and 1713 may be quite accurate. 48 Others delivered the rest. The French took 3,200 captives from Nevis in 1706. 49 Although French raiders may have delivered several thousand captured slaves from other West Indian colonies, and planters undoubtedly sailed to Dutch and Danish colonies to acquire more, foreign interlopers probably delivered the largest portion of more than 50,000 Africans who arrived in the colonies from 1700 to 1715.
Between 1713 and 1730 the French slave trade grew by leaps and bounds as private entrepreneurs responded to easier access to credit and capital to supply a larger proportion of Africans to the West Indies than before. The largest change to the trade occurred in January of 1716, when letters patent opened Africa from the Sierra Leone River to the Cape of Good Hope to all French merchants on the condition that they pay a 20-livre head tax on each African landed in the Americas and fit out in one of five specified seaports. 50 Important new studies on the French slave trade have yielded an improved view of the number of slave imports for this period. Using shipping records rather than Curtin's assumptions and arithmetical calculations, Robert Stein estimated the French delivered 89,294 Africans 
european immigrants
Whether one looks at North America or at the West Indies and Guiana, the two streams of French immigration to the temperate and tropical colonies were very thin compared to the broad rivers of white migration that ran first from Spain and then England to the New World. 56 Between 1561 and 1650 Spanish migration to the Americas exceeded 350,000. 57 More than 400,000 English emigrated to the Americas during the seventeenth century. The British Caribbean alone received an estimated 222,000 migrants from the British Isles between 1630 and 1700, and during the last four decades of the century at least 100,000 emigrated from England to North America.
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Tiny Portugal sent more than 1.1 million emigrants overseas between 1580 and 1760. 59 The numbers of other Europeans far exceeded the trickle of men and women who voyaged from France to the New World during the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, and who, for the most part, sought to return home again as quickly as possible. 60 It is highly unlikely that even 100,000 emigrants ever left the shores of "la douce France" for the harsh conditions of the New World, or that one-quarter of that number settled there. 61 Fewer than 3,000 French men and women actually settled in New France during the 60 years between 1670 and 1730, and though a few thousand more may have colonized the West Indies during the same period, the total for both regions may not have exceeded 10,000.
That the most populous country of Europe contributed only about 5 percent of the total European intercontinental migration between 1500 and 1800 deserves comment. While there may have been a cultural reluctance to depart from France, to sever ties of place and kinship forever, reliance on such an argument for the whole explanation is unconvincing. Recent research confirms earlier suggestions that French migration overseas was an extension of other perennial movements within France such as rural exodus or interurban labour migrations rather than a new phenomenon. 62 Yet, the question of why so few left France remains unanswered. Despite the dreadful impact of war, famine, and disease that led to the destruction of one-third of the peasantry of eastern France during the Thirty Years' War and to the devastation of the Paris basin during the Fronde, France's rural economy did not experience any significant restructuring such as occurred in England, nor was the political and religious oppression as grinding as in the Iberian peninsula. Above all, peasants owned nearly half the land in France and the security of peasant land tenure remained intact. 63 As long as the peasant hold on land remained firm, expanding French cities and the growing royal army absorbed most of the surplus population that appeared during the last quarter of the seventeenth century.
